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imposed through interest rate controls.
The 1980 Depository Institutions De-
regulation and Monetary Control Act
of 1980 appropriately removed these
price controls which inhibited competi-
tion.

The second argument which must be
considered when we discuss the Shelby
amendment is the claim that the
amendment will exempt 88% of the
banks from coverage under the CRA.
Although this percentage seems stag-
gering—and may sway someone who
feels that CRA is okay in some in-
stances—a closer look reveals that op-
ponents of the amendment are using
sleight of hand to give the impression
that this amendment will have a deep-
er impact than it truly will. Although
it may be true that 88% of banks are
exempted, in terms of the number that
really counts—that is, assets—the im-
pact that this exemption will have is
overstated. That is because less than
12% of bank assets are exempted.

The approximately 8,100 banks ex-
empted have $593 billion in assets, but
that accounts for only 11.7% of bank
assets in this country. These assets are
only one-half-of-one percent, or $3 bil-
lion, more than the combined assets of
the soon-to-be-completed Bank of
America—NationsBank merger. In
other words, one bank in the country
will soon have close to the same num-
ber of assets as the 8,100 banks which
would be exempted under this amend-
ment. When you realize that the over-
all impact of this amendment on the
CRA is so small, you must question
why it is being contested with such
vigor.

The third contention which must be
contemplated in considering this
amendment is whether it will have a
negative impact on preventing dis-
crimination. To listen to the critics of
the amendment, one would believe that
the amendment gives banks a ‘‘get out
of jail free’’ card when it comes to dis-
crimination.

However, you must understand that
this amendment in no way restricts the
enforcement of the Fair Housing Act,
the Equal Credit Opportunity Act, or
the Home Mortgage Disclosure Act.
These acts, designed to prevent dis-
crimination, will remain unfettered in
detering inappropriate practices of fi-
nancial institutions. The amendment
in no way weakens laws designed to
protect individuals; instead, it removes
the inappropriate policy of dictating
where banks must operate.

Mr. President, I realize that some in
the credit union movement are con-
cerned that adoption of the Shelby
amendment may endanger swift enact-
ment of this legislation. However, after
contemplating the points raised, I do
not understand how the President
could consider vetoing a bill based on
this appropriate and narrow relief and
I do not understand how any of my col-
leagues can argue the doom and gloom
scenarios they are painting about this
amendment.

So, again, Senator SHELBY should be
commended for his leadership and his

amendment should be adopted, insisted
on in conference, and signed into law
by the President.
f

GOVERNMENT SHUTDOWN
PREVENTION ACT

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I rise
today to express my deep disappoint-
ment and frustration about the Sen-
ate’s inaction to consider and pass the
Government Shutdown Act.

Mr. President, this week I sought to
offer S. 547, the Government Shutdown
Prevention Act, as an amendment to
the Legislative Branch Appropriations.
This amendment, originally sponsored
by Senator MCCAIN, would create an
automatic procedure for a CR at the
end of each fiscal year. The essence of
the amendment is that we cannot and
will not allow a Government shutdown,
we will not allow disruption of the
services we rely on from the Govern-
ment, and we will simplify and facili-
tate the process of passing a continu-
ing resolution.

What issue is more relevant to the
legislative branch than acting respon-
sibly to keep the Government in busi-
ness? This amendment would have
ended the annual battle we have each
year on what is included in a CR and at
what level of spending. It would end
the last-minute mischief of adding new
pork and new spending into a CR be-
cause everybody wants to avoid a shut-
down. So you are blackmailed into
doing something you do not want to do.

Unfortunately, I was unable to offer
this amendment due to germaneness
concerns and lack of leadership sup-
port.

In May of 1997, during the debate on
the Supplemental Appropriation bill—
this was covering the flood disasters
that occurred in Minnesota and the Da-
kotas of that year, and others around
the country—Senators MCCAIN and
HUTCHISON offered this amendment, but
later withdrew it based on a commit-
ment made by both Senate majority
and minority leaders that the Govern-
ment Shutdown Prevention Act would
be allowed to be considered as a sepa-
rate measure in the near future. The
leaders specifically promised a full de-
bate on the legislation with one rel-
evant amendment for each leader.

Mr. President, I would remind my
colleagues of the word of the Minority
Leader at a news conference he held
back on June 11, 1997. I am quoting
here from a transcript of the news con-
ference:

Senator ROD GRAMS sent a letter to all
leadership yesterday which offers a very sim-
ple, yet I think extraordinarily acceptable
solution: strip out the legislation that is the
source of the controversy.

So back again to why the President
vetoed the emergency supplemental, it
was because of this very part.

The minority leader went on to say:
Have an up or down vote on the census,

have an up or down vote on the CR, have an
up or down vote on the disaster bill. I cannot
think of anything more simple than that. I

think it is the right thing to do. I have indi-
cated to Senator LOTT this morning that I
think it is the right thing to do.

In a news conference the following
day, the Minority Leader repeated his
support again:

We would be willing to set a time certain
for each of the pieces of legislation, very
short time limits for debate ended. I think it
is an excellent proposal, and I am hopeful
that that is ultimately what we agree to.

Mr. President, that was indeed what
we ultimately agreed to.

It has been over a year now since
that debate ended. The Senate never
had an opportunity to consider this as
a separate measure, so I have chosen to
again raise this as a non-controversial
measure that will force the Congress to
act responsibly to avoid a government
shutdown, and also for those who made
those promises to live up to their word.

During last year’s debate, some of
my colleagues argued that since a
budget agreement was reached between
the White House and Congress, there
was no need for this amendment any-
more. I argued at the time that the
budget agreement made the amend-
ment even more crucial for a respon-
sible government. And here we are
again, with just a few weeks left in this
session to consider 10 appropriations
bills and all 13 conference reports.

My major concerns were, and still
are, that the many economic assump-
tions and spending priorities within
the budget agreement make our budget
and appropriation process uncertain.
The current budget disagreements have
again clearly proved my point.

Mr. President, as you know, during
this year’s budget debate, some mem-
bers are calling for more spending for
their favorite programs. Others, like
myself, prefer larger tax cuts and larg-
er spending reductions. As a result, the
House and the Senate have approved a
budget resolution with significantly
different tax and spending priorities.
Those differences have prevented us
from completing the budget resolution
conference report, which is long over-
due in accordance with our budgetary
rules. It is possible that Congress may
not be able to produce a budget this
year at all, or finish the regular appro-
priations legislation before the fiscal
year ends on September 30 of 1998.

What would this mean, Mr. Presi-
dent? This means the American people
will have once again been held hostage
to a government shutdown simply be-
cause Congress and the White House, or
the House and the Senate, do not agree
on tax cuts and spending priorities, or
seek to slow down the appropriations
process by offering controversial or
non-germane amendments.

In 1995, we witnessed the longest fed-
eral government shutdown in history,
which caused financial damages and in-
convenience to millions of Americans
simply because of disagreements be-
tween the Congress and the President
in our budget process.

That was a very costly shutdown.
The shutdown disrupted the lives of
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hundreds of thousands of Americans.
Some retirees and veterans could not
promptly receive their social services,
such as Medicare benefits. Families
could not obtain passports, or visit na-
tional parks and museums. Millions of
dollars were lost to small business
owners and local communities. Federal
employees were furloughed with a fear
of not getting paid, although they
were—at again, a loss to the taxpayer.
Even our troops stationed overseas
were affected by the shutdown. The
interruption caused immeasurable fi-
nancial damage to the American people
and to this country, bottom line.

The most serious damage done by the
27-day shutdown was that it shook the
American people’s confidence in their
government and in their elected offi-
cials. Even today, we have not yet un-
done this damage. We need to restore
the public’s faith in its leaders by
showing that we have learned from our
mistakes. Passage of this good-govern-
ment contingency plan will send a
clear message to the American people
that we will no longer allow them to be
held hostage in budget disputes be-
tween Congress and the White House or
among ourselves.

We all have different philosophies
and policies on budget priorities, and of
course we will not always agree. But
there are essential functions and serv-
ices of the federal government we must
continue regardless of our differences
in budget priorities.

More often, without a good-govern-
ment contingency plan, the continuing
resolution has become impossible as we
argue over funding levels and whether
pork project ‘‘A’’ or pork project ‘‘B’’
deserves our support. Debate on pro-
gram funding is not based on merits
but on political leverage. As a result,
billions of the taxpayers’ hard-earned
dollars are wasted in this process.

The virtue of this amendment is that
it would allow us to debate issues
about our spending policy and the mer-
its of budget priorities while we con-
tinue to keep essential government
functions operating. The American
people will no longer be held hostage to
a government shutdown. So, as I said
earlier, there are still plenty of uncer-
tainties involved in our budget and ap-
propriations process, particularly this
year. If we continue on our current
course and the government again shuts
down as it did three years ago, it will
be another devastating blow to the
American people, from senior citizens
to disaster victims.

We must ensure that a good-govern-
ment contingency plan is in place to
keep the government up and running in
the event that a budget agreement is
not reached.

Mr. President, this good-government
contingency plan is sound policy, I be-
lieve it is wise policy, and it is respon-
sible policy. With a dwindling number
of legislative days left in this Congress,
I strongly believe that it is vitally im-
portant to immediately consider and
pass this overdue measure to end the

annual shutdown battle we face every
year. This should be non-controversial
legislation we can all support. I there-
fore strongly urge the Senate leader-
ship to bring this legislation up for a
full debate and vote as earlier agreed.

Is there any time remaining?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has 7 minutes and 19 seconds re-
maining.

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I yield
back my remaining time, and I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The distinguished Senator from Ten-
nessee is recognized.
f

PATIENTS’ BILL OF RIGHTS

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I rise
today to speak on the Patients’ Bill of
Rights, a bill that was introduced last
week by my colleague from Oklahoma,
Senator DON NICKLES, and members of
the Senate Republican Task Force on
Health Care Quality, our distinguished
majority leader, TRENT LOTT, with a
total of 47 cosponsors.

I am really quite pleased with this
particular bill. I have had the oppor-
tunity to work on the task force be-
cause it is a product of months and
months of very thoughtful discussion,
vigorous debate among ourselves. I
think, as most people know, on the
task force were some of our most con-
servative members and some of our
most moderate members within our
caucus. It really is a consensus pro-
posal to improve health care quality.
As a practicing physician, I am abso-
lutely convinced that health care is de-
livered best when that relationship be-
tween the doctor and the patient is
given the very highest priority. My
goal in this debate, the debate that we
will have over the coming weeks, is to
do everything possible to empower pa-
tients and doctors to be that focal
point, to be that place where ulti-
mately the quality of care is decided.

Much of the debate will center
around who is practicing medicine
today. Is it bureaucrats in Washington?
Is it bureaucrats in health mainte-
nance organizations? Is it bureaucrats
in the U.S. Congress? Ultimately, I
think that we can address this issue, if
in coming together in a bipartisan way
with a reasonable, timely voice, with a
reasonable thought, come back to that
central premise that the doctor and the
patient or the nurse and the patient, at
the level where that really very inti-
mate interaction is carried out, where
one’s problems are professed and treat-
ment plans and diagnoses are gen-
erated, if we keep coming back to that
as being the central focus of the Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights in everything

that we do over the next several weeks,
we will be doing a great service to the
public, to all Americans.

Now, our proposal that has been put
forth is grounded on a Patients’ Bill of
Rights. It offers a number of protec-
tions for individuals, for patients, for
potential patients, and that is No. 1, by
guaranteeing full access to information
as to what is in one’s health plan.

If you ask your typical Tennessean
or American, you say, what really does
your plan cover and what does it not
cover, most of us, including me, throw
up our hands and say, ‘‘I don’t know.’’
If you, going back to my own field, de-
velop a cardiomyopathy and a sick
heart, it deteriorates over time and
you need a heart transplant, does your
plan, I could ask any of my colleagues,
cover heart transplants? And they will
probably say, ‘‘I don’t know. I under-
stand it is very expensive. I also under-
stand it could save my life. But I don’t
know the answer to that question.’’

We need to guarantee full access to
everybody. Whether it is a health
maintenance organization, a managed
care plan, any type of plan, we need to
guarantee that patient full access to
that information. We do that in our
bill.

Secondly, we do need to make sure
that patients receive the necessary
emergency care, and it really does boil
down to the fact that if a so-called pru-
dent lay person, meaning somebody
with average intelligence, common
sense, develops chest pain, they don’t
know whether it is indigestion or a
massive heart attack. They go to the
emergency room. They should be able
to walk into that emergency room and
be taken care of without fear that cov-
erage will be denied for that particular
service. We address that right up front.
We allow patients to keep their doctor
during a pregnancy or extended illness
even if their doctor for some reason
leaves a plan or is terminated from a
plan, so-called continuity of care. We
allow individual patients direct access
to that pediatrician without having to
go through a gatekeeper or to that ob-
stetrician or gynecologist without hav-
ing to go through a gatekeeper first.

The great fear I think that all of us
in America have today, and I think it
is the fear that, again, drives much of
the debate, is that our health plan will
not be there for us if we get sick. If my
young 11-year-old son develops a heart
murmur, a virus, will there be some-
body there to help him? Will that
health plan respond to those needs? Or
will my HMO deny me seeing the doc-
tor who I feel is the very best person to
take care of my son, who I know and
people have told me is a better doctor.
Will I be denied the opportunity to see
that doctor by my health plan?

Many people fear that they will be
denied the benefits they have even paid
for and that they have been promised.
Others are absolutely convinced today
that their health plan cares much more
about cost, cares much more about
profits, cares much more about the
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